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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a Final Office Action in response to the communication received 
on November 30, 2007. Claims 1-6 are now pending in this application. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. Examiner notes that no Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) can be found 
among the scanned documents for the instant application. Applicant is requested to 
resubmit the IDS so Examiner can consider it. 

Response to Amendment 

3. No amendments have been made to the claims. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered, but found unpersuasive. In 
the Remarks, Applicant argues that no portion of Desiraju relates to automatically 
optimizing a selected component forming a strategy in the specific manner as recited in 
claim 1 (page 5 of Remarks). 

In response to the argument, Examiner respectfully disagrees. Desiraju 
discloses selecting options for policies for a final recommendation, where Examiner is 
interpreting the various selectable policy options as the components and the final 
recommendation as the applied strategy (See Figure 20 where an interface is provided 
to allow a user to select different policy options in the areas of information exchange, 
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financial arrangement and replenishment policy to analyze the results of selecting 
different policy option combinations.). Based on the user's selection of the different 
policy options and assigned weights, the system provides a final recommendation, 
where Examiner is interpreting the final recommendation as the optimization of the 
selected policy options forming the strategy (col. 15, lines 30-65; col. 17, lines 1-7). 
Applicant argues that the recitation of "components" in the claims is meant to be, for 
example, a function like a decision tree, as described in the specification. However, it is 
noted that the features upon which applicant relies are not recited in the rejected 
claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Additionally, Examiner respectfully submits that non- 
committal or exemplary language in the specification is not considered limiting as it 
does not provide a clear definition of a term. The lines cited by Applicant of page 1 7 of 
the specification provide for several examples of what is meant by "components" 
including a system, version, attribute, inbound event, outbound event, function, function 
set, segment, report instruction, continuous dimension, test group or report group. 
Accordingly, Desiraju does disclose "components" as Applicant has described the term 
in his specification. See, for example, col. 6, lines 43-65, where Desiraju discloses 
examples of replenishment policy options, where the options include implementation 
procedures, and thus, functions or events, of a supplier relationship. Likewise, see col. 
7, lines 1-31 where specific examples of information exchange and financial 
arrangement policy options are described. 
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Accordingly, Applicant's arguments have been fully considered and are found 
unpersuasive. The rejections of claims 1-6 are maintained and repeated below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Desiraju 
et al.(U.S. 6,243,613). 

As per claim 1 , Desiraju et al. discloses a computer-implemented decision 
management process comprising: 

applying a decision management strategy for controlling behavior of clients of an 
organization, the strategy being formed of components operating together (col. 6, lines 
8-23; A material planning system and decision management system help users to 
determine the optimum strategies for suppliers.); 

determining results of the applied strategy (col. 7, lines 39-45; The data is used 
to determine a current material policy of a supplier.); 

selecting, by an end user of the process, a respective component forming the 
strategy for optimization, selecting, by the end user, potential replacement components 
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and performance metrics for the potential replacement components and applying the 
selected potential replacement components to prior performance data of the clients (col. 
7, lines 55-62; col. 8, lines 46-col. 9, line 1 1 ; Figures 7-8; A user can select components 
representing the current and recommended policies to review and analyze the 
components affecting the policies.); 

determining results of the applied potential replacement components and 
automatically optimizing the selected component forming the strategy, in accordance 
with the determined results of the applied strategy, the determined results of the applied 
potential replacement components, and the metrics (col. 10, lines 1-17; col. 11, lines 10- 
17; Results of the strategies are determined so as to exclude or include certain options 
associated with the policies and select a final recommendation strategy.). 

As per claim 2, Desiraju et al. discloses a computer-implemented decision 
management process as in claim 1 , wherein the selected performance metrics includes 
a threshold for the potential replacement components, said automatically optimizing 
replacing the selected component with a respective replacement component if 
performance improvement results of the respective potential replacement component 
satisfy the threshold (col. 15, line 66-col. 16, line 25; Threshold values are used during 
assessing performance results.). 

As per claim 3, Desiraju et al. discloses a computer-implemented decision 
management process as in claim 1 , further comprising repeating the process of claim 1 
for the applied strategy (col. 15, lines 30-41; Components of strategies and strategies 
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themselves can be reviewed and analyzed by users at any time, thereby repeating the 
process for the applied strategy.). 

Claims 4-6 recite limitations similar to the limitations rejected above. Therefore, 
claims 4-6 are rejected on the same basis as claims 1-3 above. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to C. Michelle Tarae whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6727. The examiner can normally be reached Monday - Friday from 8:30am to 
5:30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz, can be reached at 571-272-6729. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/C. Michelle Tarae/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3623 
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